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ABSTRACT 

EXAMINING TEE TRANSMISSION OF VALUES BET'WEEN GENERATIONS 

Michelle D. Smith 
University of Guelph, 1999 

Advisor: 
Professor Joan E. Noms 

There has been concern that familial bonds have weakened due to dismptive 

changes in today's society. However, researchers suggest that intergenerational 

relationships may be stronger than in previous yens due to individuals Living longer and 

the resulting increase in the nurnber of shared years- By means of a questionnaire, 84 

respondents (divided into 3 age groups: 65+, 3 1-64, 18-30) indicated the 3 most 

important values their grandparents and parents passed on to them. They were then asked 

to choose 3 values that are the most important to pass on to their own children. In 

addition, participants completed a family connections questionnaire asking detailed 

questions about the fiequency of contact and closeness of their relationships with theu 

grandparents, parents and children, Results indicated that there is considerable vaiue 

overlap perceived among the generations. In particda., the 65+ group was more likely to 

perceive value similarity compared to the 18-30 age group. It was also found that this 

vaiue similarity is influenced by the closeness of the relationship. The implications of 

these results are discussed with reference to the intergenerational stake hypothesis, the 

theory of intergenerational solidarity, and Erikson's concepts o f  identity and generativity. 
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introduction 

Since 1 was a young child, 1 have aIways enjoyed hearing my grandparents and 

parents recite stones about theu pasts. In many of these stories, there was a lesson fiom 

which 1 leamed how to live my Life - be honest, respect one another, treat others as you 

expect to be treated. In all probability, these anecdotes were told not oniy to make me Iaugh 

but also were used to express those values which my grandparents and parents deemed most 

important to pass on to me- 

As 1 grow older and begin to venture out on my own, I have corne to the realization 

that throughout the years, 1 have intemalized my grandparents' and parents' values as my 

own. Many researchers, in fact, contend that the family is central to the socialization of 

children and is generally considered an important influence for the development of children's 

values (Gecas, 1988). Are similar values behg transmitted among generations of a fi1IILily? 

Or is my family's value similarity a unique situation; one that is unlikely to occur in other 

farni lies? 

Past research has indicated that value orientations are transmitted f?om one 

generation to the next (Bengtson, 1975). There has been Little consensus, however, as to the 

degree of this transmission or influence fiom the family. Thomas and Stankiewicz (1974) 

found that the correlation between parental values and children's values tend to be relatively 

Low, typically ranging from -20 to low -30s. In cornparison, Bengtson concluded that there 

is considerable value sirnilarity between generations but that this similarity appears to reflect 

the parents and children's commonality of social bcation rather than direct transmission. The 

reason behind this conclusion is the fact that Bengtson found neither marked generation 



differences nor strong f d a l  l a r ï t y  Ianty the value orkntations. Therefore, he stated that 

without sutticient indicators of values being transmitted fkom one generation to the next via 

the family, perhaps it was the same context Ui which the family iived that intluenced the 

similarities in values, 

As evident f?om these studies, there are discrepancies as to the degree to which 

values a d o r  attitudes are transmitted within the family and between generations. Past 

research, however, has focused primarily on the intergenerational continuity of attitudes 

between middle-aged parents and their young adult children (Miller & Glass, 1989; 

Thompson, Clark & Gunn, 1985) and has neglected to study the conhuity between middle- 

aged children and their elderly parents (Miller & Glass) as well as the role of grandparents 

in the transmission of family values to grandchildren (Hagestad, 1987). The present study 

will attempt to examine what the available literature has thus far failed to discuss: the 

transmission of values among three generations of a farnily- Since individuals are now living 

longer, and there is an increase in the number of shared years (Krause & Haverkamp, 1996), 

it is important to investigate the influence that grandparents and parents have on the values 

that individuals' possess and pass on to their own children. 

The current study had three goals. The k t  goal was to examine the extent to which 

values are shared between generations. Are values being transmitted fiom one generation to 

the next? The second goal was to identify any factors or variables that may influence value 

consistency, factors such as closeness of the relationship and fkequency of contact. Lastly, 

1 was interested in values that the respondents would pass on to their own children. Have 

values that we transmit to our children changed over the decades and if so, why? 



Review of the Literature 

Introduction 

The purpose of this review is to examine why the transmission of values between 

generations is a research issue and then to examine two theories relative to this area of 

study: the theory of intergenerational soiïdarity and the intergenerational stake 

hypothesis. There will also be a discussion of Erikson's (1963) concepts of generativity 

and identity, 

With an increasing aged population (Connidis, l989), intergenerationd relations 

have become an essential area of study in today's Society. htergenerational relationships 

are tho se relationships between older parents and their adult c hildren, grandparents and 

their grandchildren, and middle-aged parents and their younger children (Roberts, 

Richards & Bengtson, 199 1). A popular conception that has raised some concems today 

is that vertical bonds have generaily weakened over the past decades due to demographic 

trends, geographic mobility, and sociocultural change (Bengtson, Rosenthal & Burton, 

1996). However, many researchers have suggested that this statement is not true 

(Bengtson, Rosenthal & Burton; Rossi & Rossi, 1990). Due to an ùicreased life 

expectancy, it is now reasonable to assume that a majority of parents and children will 

expenence 50 years of their Lives together, and that many grandparents will know their 

grandchildren for 20 or more years (Krause & Haverkamp, 1996). Hence, families now 

have expanded oppomuiities to continue to build and strengthen their relationships for an 

extended period of tirne. 

The family is a particular type of smail group with special fûnctions, which 

involve both shoa and Long-term interpersonal influence (Acock & Bengtson, 1980). One 



of these functions is the socialization of children into a system of values and beliefs about 

the self and society (Gecas, 1988). Specifically, the family is considered to be an 

important agent through which religious beliefs, moral values, and social attitudes are 

transmitted (Glass & Dunham, 1989). This transmission of family values is crucial to the 

maintenance of culture within the iïves of families and occurs not only f?om parents to 

children but from grandparents to grandchildren as well (McAdoo & McWright, 1994). 

Recently, in facf grandparents have been recognized as an important source of value 

transmitters to their grandchildren (McAdoo & McWnght). Therefore, it is important to 

study multiple generations of a family rather than focus on simply a parent-child dyad. 

What is a 'Cvalue"? 

The term ''value" is an ambiguous word; one that has several different rneanings 

utilized in several different contexts. By definition, values always involve a cultural 

content, a psychological investment, and the constraints 2nd opportunities of a social 

system (Williams, 1971). They alço explain or justi@ past conduct and are leamed fÏom a 

previous experience (Wiiliams). One of the most developed definitions of values has 

been formulated by Rockeach (as cited in Gecas, 1988, p.830) and this definition states 

that : 

"A value is an enduring belief that a specific mode of conduct or end-state of 
existence is.. .preferable to an opposite or converse mode of conduct or end-state 
of existence. A value system is an enduring organization of beliefs concerning 
preferable modes of conduct or end-states of existence dong a continuum of 
relative importance." 



This definition of value is further divided into two distinct types: a terminal value which 

refers to end-states of existence, such as world peace and fieedom; and instrumental 

values which refer to modes of conduct, such as honesty and responsibility (Gecas). 

Does the literature indicate if values are transmitted between generations? 

As mentioned, several researchers have stated that the f a d y  is a usehl tool 

through which values are passed fiom one geneation to the next (Acock & Bengtson, 

1980; Glass & Dunham, 1989); however, there has been little consensus as to the degree 

of this transmission or of its importance. Some research ïmplies considerable value 

differences between parents and their children while other research suggests high levels 

of intergenerational similarity (Acock & Bengtson). 

Acock and Bengtson (1980) explored the extent of actual and perceived similarity 

between the values of parents and their children. Essentially, they were concerned with 

how well the actual response of the parents predicted the response attn'buted to them by 

the child. Parents were given nine sentences, with each depickg a different 

attitude/value and were asked to choose one of four answers ranging nom strongly agree 

to strongly disagree. The children were then asked to utilize the same questions and 

answer them regarding how they think their parents would answer the questions. The 

results of the study indicated that the children did not perceive theu parents' values 

correctly. However, the perceived responses were actually predictive of the children's 

own attitudes. Therefore, this study supports the argument that children are strongly 

iduenced by parental attitudes. The transmission of values nom one generation to the 

next occurred within the context of family socialization- 



In 2 990, the Amencan Association of Retired Persons (AARP) conducted the 

Intergenerational Linkages S w e y  which asked adult children how similar they thought 

their opinions were to those of theu mother, father, and grandparents (Lawton, Silverstein 

& Bengtson, 1994). ResuIts indicated that 50-70% of the adult child respondents believed 

that their opinions were "similar" or %ery similar" to those of their parents and hence, it 

was perceived that similarities do exkt across the boundaries of a generation. 

In another study by Miller and Glass (1989) it was revealed that îhere is a 

significant degree of attitude similarïty between parents and children, but that this 

similarity appears to decrease over the. In 1971, Milier and GIass collected 2044 

responses fiom a questionnaire. In 1985, a second questiomaire was mailed to these 

respondents to mesure the extent of attitude similarity andor change fiom these two 

time penods. From the analyses, it was concluded that the degree of parent-child 

similarity at any given point in t h e  might be the product of contextual processes such as 

period effects, which may draw generations closer together or drive them M e r  apart 

(Miller & Glass). Bengtson (1975) aiso supported this conclusion. 

Bengtson (1975) examined the extent of within-family vaiue similarity by asking 

respondents to rd-order  a List of 16 values that people might find important in their 

lives. The following is the list of values: service, equality, a world at peace, an ethical life 

(Humanism values); hancial comfort7 possessions, attractive appearance, respect or 

recognition (Materialism values); religious participation, loyalty, patriotism, niendship 

(Collectivism values); skiil, an exciting lifïe, personal fieedom, and a sense of 

accomplishment (Individualism values). There were three generations from each family 

involved in the study with the age of respondents ranging form 16 to 9 1 years. The results 



indicated that there were neither marked generation differences nor strong familial 

sùnilarity in value orientations. Bengtson, as Miller and G l a s  (1989) had reported, 

suggested that familial influences on values should be taken with caution as he indicated 

that perhaps the similarity between parents and their children reflects their commonality 

of social location raîher than the direct transmission of values- 

The social location of families is not the oniy variable that is seen to impact on the 

transmission of values between generations, There is aiso evidence that demographic, 

economic and social factors are thought to shape family relationships and value 

transmission (Alwin, 1990). These factors are changing as indicated by the increased 

standards of living, the decreased rates of fertility, female labour force participation, and 

the nsing rates of school attendance (Alwin). Changes such as these have the ability to be 

problernatic though since younger generations may distance themselves fiom their elders' 

values and beliefs (Moen, Enckson & Dempster-McClain, 1997). An example of this is 

the consistent increase in the value of autonomy for children and a decrease in preference 

for obedience (Alwin, 1984). 

In L 958, Alwin (1984) asked respondents to select £iom a set of five choices the 

quality or trait most important to prepare a child for Me. Respondents were instructed to 

rank order each of the five following responses in order of importance: a) to obey; b) to 

be well-liked or popular; c) to think for himself; d) to work hard; and e) to help othen 

when they need help. This question was asked again in 1971 and 1983 of the original 

participants. As stated previously, parental preferences for autonomy and obedience were 

found to have changed consistently over the two and a haifdecades- Education, in 

particular, was a consistent variable, which affected the variation in value choices over 



tirne. This finding is consistent with the fact that there were ciramatic de rences  in the 

exposure of individuals to secondary and post secondary schooling in the second half of 

the 20" century (Alwin, 1990). 

Education, itself, was an important factor in the transmission of sex role attitudes 

between young women and theu mothers (Smith & Self, 1980). In this study, Smith and 

Self asked 74 pairs of mothers and daughters to complete a 21-item sex-role attitude 

inventory. Respondents indicated their agreement with each statement on a Likert scale 

with four response categories. The sociodemographic variable most likely to innuence 

the daughters' attitudes was the mothers' education. Specifically, mothers who had 

college degrees demonstrated a higher level of attitudinal similarity with their daughters 

than did non-college educated mothers. One explanation provided by Smith and Self was 

that the degree of communication between mothers and daughters was enhanced by the 

mother's educational level. Perhaps, it was hypothesized, coiiege educated mothers 

interact more fiequently with their daughters or they simply express their attitudes more 

which results in a greater impression on their daughters. 

Education and social location, however, are not the only variables that influence 

the extent of values transmitted fiom one generation to the next. Social status also has an 

impact on value consensus. As Acock (as cited in Glass, Bengtson & Dunham, 1986) 

stated, one of the central issues in the interpretation of findings of parent-child value 

similarity is whether such similarity can be attributed to successful parental socialization, 

or whether it has more to do with the successful intergenerational transmission of social 

class, race and other pertinent social statuses. Through these latter types of transmission, 



similarities in values between parents and children may result nom a common association 

(Acock) rather than direct transmission. 

Glass Bengtson and Dunham (1986) mailed questionnaires to three generations 

of respondents, which measured their respective attitudes and opinions. However, the 

results compared only the grandparents to the parents and the parents to the 

gandchildren. There was no cornparison between grandparents and gandchildren. It was 

fomd 5om these analyses that status transmission can account for some of the attitude 

continuity, but there were some d e f i t e  famiIy sociaiization effects that influenced the 

children's values/attitudes. Moen, Erickson and Dempster-McClain (1997) also found 

that despite the importance of Life experiences, farnilies do transmit their values and 

beliefs to the next generation. 

In addition to social status, gender is another factor that determines the extent to 

which this transmission occurs. Aidous and Hili (1965) hypothesized in their study that 

intergenerational continuity would be more prevalent arnong same-sex family heage 

than cross-sex Lineage because of the greater cohesiveness of the former. After having 

sampled 88 farnilies consisting of grandparents, parents and marrïed children it was 

found that there was support for the above hypothesis. The predominately male and all- 

male lineage demonstrated the greatest continuity on instrumental norms such as 

occupation and achievement whilst the female lineage displayed continuity in the norms 

categonzed as expressive. Therefore, it was concluded that gender is not only a factor in 

determining which norms/values are transfnitted to male and female children but it was 

also a determinant in value consistency among mother-daughter dyads as well as father- 

son relations. 



Starrels (1992), however, did not concur with the above fïndings. After haMng 

studied attitude similarities between mothers and their children on the issue of maternai 

employment, same-sex identification was not significantly stronger than that of cross-sex 

identification. Nonetheless, there was signincant intergenerational similarity between 

mothers' attitudes and those of theEr children thereby indicating that attitudes were 

transmitted within the family. 

Acock and Bengtson (1978) were also uiterested in the degree of transmission 

occurring between same-sex generational dyads as compared to cross-sex pairs. 

However, their data were in agreement with Starrels' (1992) finding and did not support 

the notion that gender was a factor in enhancing value similarity. What was found, 

though, was that it was the mother rather than the father who had a greater influence in 

the intergenerational socialization of attitudes. In particular, those attitudes in which the 

mother had the greatest influence were religious beliefs and work ethic values. 

This Einding has since been replicated and mothers are now recognized not onIy 

as the primary caregivers but also as the primary agents of socialization (Grusec, 1997). 

This is in marked contrast to beliefs in the past that assumed fathers to exert greater 

influence on their sons (Acock & Bengtson, 1978). Kohn, Slomczynski and Schoenbach 

(1 986) concurred only slightly with these generalizations when in thek study of U.S. and 

Polish families it was found that U.S. fathers played at least as large a role as did the 

mothers. In Poland, however, mothers played the predominant role in the socialization of 

values. These findings were taken Erom questionnaires in which the mothers and fathers 

were asked to partially rank a set of thirteen characteristics in terms of how desirable they 

considered those characteristics to be for their own children. The children were then 



asked to rank the same set of characteristics in terms of the relative importance that they 

attached to hem themselves, 

The above studies ai l  found a significant degree of value transmission between the 

generations. Gecas (1988), however, found that parents and children's values are poorly 

correlated. He found very Iittle association between the two generations' values as 

demonstrated by the parents and children's value rankings. Ody three coefficients were 

above -4, the majority did not reach .3, and some value r&gs were even negatively 

correlated. Gecas also discovered that contrary to his hypothesis, the quality of parent- 

child interaction alone is insufficient to ensure value transmission. 

Clearly, there is contuiuing discrepancy regarding the extent of value transmission 

between generations. There is also a lack of consensus as to the importance of social 

factors such as education, social status, and closeness of the relationship, and the role that 

they play in enhancing this transmission of values. 

What theories/concepts in the literature are useful in explainhg the transmission of 

values between generations? 

Intereenerationai Stake Hvriothesis 

Two conceptuai fiameworks can be utilized to explain aspects related to the 

degree of similarity in values passed between generations of a family. First, is the 

intergenerational stake hypothesis which is based on the premise that "the stake of the 

older generation is continuity and transmission whilst it is the stake of the younger 

generation in autonomy and innovation" (Giamisso, Stallings & Bengtson, 1995, p. 228). 

This hypothesis was originally termed the developmental stake hypothesis because 



researchers believed that each generation had different developmentai concerns and a 

different stake in their relationship (Giamisso, Stailings & Bengtson). S pecifically, 

parents, it was believed, were more concemed with the continuity of vaiues and as a 

result they would minimize confiict and overemphasize familiai solidarity (Lynott & 

Roberts, 1997). In contrast, younger aduits who were tryïng to establish autonomy fiom 

their parents and theV parents' values wouid minimize solidarity withui their family and 

maximize intergenerational conflict (Bengtson & Kuypers, 1971). EssentiaIly, thïs 

distinction between the two generations' perceptions has led to the term coined the 

"generation gap" (Lynott & Roberts). 

Lynott and Roberts (1997) conducted a study to test the validity of the 

intergenerational stake hypothesis. It was hypothesized that the oider generations would 

perceive smaller intergenerational differences than the younger generations. In addition, 

it was hypothesized that women would perceive smaller intergenerational differences 

than men would primarily because women tend to have stronger intergenerational family 

ties. Each of these hypotheses were supported and confirmed by the results of the study 

thereby strengthenuig the vaiidity of the hypothesis. 

Bengtson and Kuypers (1971), the pair who originaily coined the phrase 

"developmental stake hypothesis", also found that parents consistently overestimated the 

degrees of cioseness, understanding, and communication, as compared to their children's 

responses. Of particular interest is the fact that students maintained that issues of values 

and morality were the 'key players" in dividing the two generations. Bond and Harvey 

(1 99 1 ), when studying consensual solidarity among Mennonite families, also concluded 



that parents reported more consensus than did their middle-aged chiidren. This hding 

provided support for the intergenerational stake hypothesis as weii. 

Theorv of Lnter~enerational Solidaritv 

In contrast to the intergenerational stake hypothesis, the theory of 

intergenerational solidarity is extended to relationships involving the entire family rather 

than concentrating on a specinc dyad. This W e w o r k  accomts for patterns of solidarity 

among family members during the adult farnily N e  course (Bengtson & Roberts, 1991). 

In addition, it attempts to explain intergenerational family behaviour and the variations in 

such behaviour (lawton, Silverstein & Bengtson, L994). 

The conceptuai fiamework of this theory consists of six different but 

interdependent dimensions specined as forms of solidarity between parents and their 

children (Connidis, 1989) and the aim of this theory is to spec* the interrelationships 

among the six dimensions (Bengtson & Roberts, 199 1). Associational solidarity is 

defined as the frequency of patterns of interaction in varîous types of activities in which 

farnily members engage (Bengtson & Roberts). AEfectuaL solidarity, in contrast, refers to 

judgments concemiog the qualïty of family interaction - the perceptions of closeness, 

warrnth, and satisfaction with interaction (Bengtson, Rosenthal & Burton, 1990). The 

degree of helping and exchanging of resources descnbes functional solidarity, and 

normative solidarïty is the strength of cornmitment to performance of familial roles and 

to meeting family obligations (Bengtson & Roberts). Three types of charactenstics are 

the most relevant for understanding stmctural solidarity: 1) the number of living 

grandparents, children, and grandchildren; 2) the geographic proximity of these family 

members; and 3) the composition of the households containhg these members (Bengtson, 



Cutler, Mangen & Marshall, 1985). Ladyy consensual solidarïty is the degree of 

agreement on values, attitudes, and beliefs among the members of a family (Bengtson & 

Roberts). 

The latter dimension, consensual solidarïty, is particularly useful in interpreting 

intergenerational attitude and value continuity in the family (Roberts, Richards & 

Bengtson, 199 1). As confirmed by Bengtson and his coileagues (1 985) this is the area in 

which the contrast between Lineage generations and cohort-based generations is most 

clear, and where the majority of empirical research has been conducted. Atkinson, Kivett 

and Campbell (1986) report, however, that consensus has been the most difficult 

dimension to measme- 

Bengtson and Roberts (1991) attempted to Link together the dimensions of 

affectional, associational, and consensual solidarity in order to design a model, which 

accurately reflected the theory itself. It was found Eom their study that higher levels of 

affection were likely to predict higher levels of association. However, the correlations 

between affect and consensus as well as association and consensus were negative, 

thereby indicating a nonsignificant relationship for each of the pairs of dimensions. These 

results concurred with those of Atkinson, Kivett and Campbell (1 986) who found that 

neither affect nor association was an adequate predictor of consensual solidarity. Rossi 

and Rossi (1990) also concluded that there is a lack of any significant c o ~ e c t i o n  

between value consensus and fkequency of social interaction. Hence, the model for 

intergenerational solidarity was perceived as one whose elements were interdependent 

rather than linear-additive (Roberts & Bengtson, 1990). 



Identiîv 

In addition to the intergenerational stake hypothesis and the theory of 

intergenerational solidarity, aspects of Enkson's psychosocial theory can be utilized to 

address the likelihood of values being transmitted fiom one generation to the next. In the 

fifth stage of this eight-stage theory, Erikson (1963) believes that individuals will face the 

crisis of identity versus role confusion. They must merentate themselves fkom their 

parents and establish their own independent sense of self(MïUer & Glass, 1989). 

However, youth who are stmggling with this developmental stage, fear that they may lose 

their own identities in their relations with their parents (Thompson, Clark & Gunn, 1985) 

and consequently, they exaggerate intergenerational clifferences mengtson & Kuypers, 

1971). This exaggeration in tum leads adolescents to believe that their beliefs and values 

differ greatly fiom those of their parents (Miller & Glass). 

Generativity 

In the seventh stage of Enkson's (1963) theory, individuals encounter the 

generativity versus stagnation crisis. This stage assumes the central psychosocid position 

during rnost of the adult years (Van de Water & McAdarns, 1989). Essentially, it has 

been suggested that generativity is a two-step process. The hrst step is the production of a 

"product which represents the self', and the second phase occurs when "one renounces 

ownership of the product, granting it a certain degree of autonomy and offering it up to 

others" (McAdarns, Ruetzel & Foley, 1986, p.802). Specifically, phase one has 

commonly been referred to in the iiterature as agency, which is the expansion of the self 

(Le. raising a child) (Peterson & Stewart, 1993). Communion is the second phase and has 



been defïned by McAdams et al. as merging the seifwith the larger environment of which 

the selfis a part- 

Generativity is primarily the concern in establishing and guiding the next 

generation (Erikson, 1963) through such creative behaviours as parenting, teaching, 

mentoring, leadùig, and generating products and outcomes that benefit others (Van de 

Water & McAdams, 1989). McAdams, de St- Aubin and Logan (1993) agreed that these 

outcomes are intended to benefit the social system as weH as to promote its continuity 

£ k m  one generation to the next- Essentially, the term generativity refers to an adult's 

interest in a commitment to making a positive and creative contribution to future 

generations (Mansfield & McAdams, 1996). Generative individuals are n o m  bearers; 

they transmit cultural practices to the next generation (Peterson & Klohnen, 1995). 

Expanding on Erikson's (1963) original concept, McAdam and de St. Aubin 

(1 992) formulated an extended theory of generativity. They conceived generativity as a 

multidimensional constmct consisting of seven interrelated components: cultural demand, 

imer desire, generative concern, belief in the species, commitment, generative action, 

and personal narration (McAdams & de St. Aubin). These seven features are uniquely 

organized within each individual (Peterson & Klohnen, 1995)- In this study, McAdams 

and de St. Aubin did not spec* age constraints as to when generative actions are most 

iikely to prevail. Rather it was stated that adults are generative in different ways, with 

some individuals achieving this stage through their beliefs and concems and others 

demonstrating generativity through their commitments and actions. 

One particular experience in Life that has been associated with generativity is that 

of parenting (Peters~n & Klohnen, 1995). Erikson, himself, believed that having and 



taking care of children was one of  the central expressions of generativity (Peterson & 

Stewart, 1993). Pratt, Danso, Arnold, and Nom-s (1998) examined adult generativity and 

parenting to investigate the relationship between them. Pratt et al. hypothesized that 

highly generative parents would focus not only on providing a numinng relationship with 

their children, but would also be concerned-with fostering a relationship in which the 

children were encouraged to express their independence and individuality. Specincally, it 

was stated that "parental generativity should be W e d  to parents' goals of teachùig the 

values of 'independence' and 'kindness and caring' to their adolescents, since these 

qualities would seem to be valued by the generative adults for themselves, as weil as their 

children7' (p. 1 8). Results of this study indïcated that mothers' generativity was related 

only to the value " h d  and caring". Contrary to their expectations, the value of 

"independence" was no t associated with mothers ' generativity- However, autonomy - 

encouraging techniques in parenting was a factor which was characteristic of generative 

wornen in the sample. These fïndings are therefore consistent with the literature that 

"generative adults are more likely to construct an identity focused around issues of carhg 

and community" (p.37). 

Peterson and Stewart (1993) also conducted a study that related parenting to the 

construct of generativity. Specincaliy, they utilized parenthood status to identify its 

infiuence on forms of generativity expressed outside of the househo Id, through persona1 

productivity (i-e. raising one's child) and societal concem (feelings of comrnunity and the 

desire to contribute to its welf'are). Theu study was based on a sample of individuals in 

their late 20s since they were investigating the possibility that generative actions could 

occur earlier in life than what Erikson (1963) had anticipated. Results fiom this study 



indicated that people begin dealing with generative issues as young aduits d e  their 

child-bearïng years* In particular, it was found that participants who had children were 

more directed toward generativity in the form of persona1 productivity. Societal concem, 

however, was not a salient issue for this sample and hence its relationship to generativity 

was LUnited. Peterson and Steward hypothesized that this was due to the fact that yomg 

adults are reIativeLy indifferent to societai issues. 

In a later study, Peterson and Stewart (1996) developed a measure of generativity 

motivation, which was designed to measure one's desire to contribute to the wellàre of 

society. Specificaily, it was a longitudinal study whereby generativity at mid-life 

(age=48) was related to adolescent (age=18) scores on achievement, affiliation, and 

power motivation. It was found that generative women with careers found pleasure by 

helping others at work. In contrast, women who did not have careers outside of the home 

but still expressed high generativity motivations, found satisfaction in the parenting of 

their children. This hding, therefore, cohcided with that fkom their previous study 

(Peterson & Stewart, 1993); parents ofien express generative actions by means of their 

parenthood status. However, one finding which differed fkom their previous study was 

that at the fist data collection, when the participants were 18 years of age, their scores on 

achievement, afnliation, and power motivation were not significantly related to 

generativity, thereby questionhg the possibility that generative actions occur prior to 

mid-life. uiterestingly, the current study found that the women who were high in 

generativity motivation had a history of past and current political involvement and were 

likely to integraie the meanings of social events into their identities. Peterson and Stewart 

also revealed that "generativity motivation encompasses a politicai consciousness that 



might facilitate the transmission of political and cultural values fiom one generation to 

the next" (p.29). They then conceded the need for future research to examine how 

generative people transmit their values to fiiture generations. 

In marked contrast to Peterson and Stewart's (1993) findings that young adults 

begin to express generative actions, McAdams, de St. Aubin, and Logan (1993) stated 

that aithough young adults may act in altruistic ways, most of these acts are not 

considered to be generative per se. McAdams et al. utilized a sample of three different 

age groups (22-27,37-42'67-72) to examine cohoa differences in 4 generativity issues: 

generative concern, commitments, actions, and narration. The results of this study 

indicated that older adults scored higher on generative commitments and narration than 

did the mid-life and younger adults. In addition, the sample of middle-aged participants 

achieved a higher score than did the youngest age group. McAdams et a1.k reasonùig for 

these conclusions was based on the belief that young adults ' thoughts andlor behaviours 

generally are not guided by a concern for future generations. Moreover, the ciifference in 

generative cornmitments and narration between the younger and older participants 

reflected an increasing cultural demand that as people age, culturdy shared expectations 

about age-appropriate behaviours and actions lead to more generative roles. 

Ryffand Migdal(1984) also found that generativity was most salient during the 

middle-aged years when compared to individuals in young adulthood. This study sampled 

fi@ young adult women and fifty middle-aged women to investigate whether these 

women perceived themselves to be changing in accordance with Erikson's theory, which 

at these ages focuses on intimacy and generativity respectively. One outcome revealed 

that intimacy was more important to young women whereas generativity was perceived 



as being more salient to the women in middle-age. In addition, the young women 

anticipated that intimacy would be less of an issue as they reached middle-age while the 

middle-age sarnple of women recalled that intimacy had been more important to them in 

young adulthood. These results, therefore, streogthen the argument that the constmct of 

generativity is most prominent in mid-Me. 

Conclusion 

Past research has indicated discrepancies as to the occurrence of values being 

transmitted fiom one generation to the next (Acock & Bengtson, 1980; Bengtson, 1975; 

Gecas, 1988). Therefore, it is the intent of this study to investigate the extent to which 

values are passed between generations and to explore some plausible explmations as to 

why this transmission of values occurs. In particular, the premise of the intergenerational 

stake hypothesis and Erikson's (1963) concepts of identity and generativity will be 

utilized to gain an understanding of possible differences in value consistency as perceived 

by the youngest (18-30) and oldest (65+) participants io the study. The theory of 

intergenerahonal solidarity will also be an important theoretical perspective to be taken 

into consideration since I am hypothesizing that value consensus will be predicted by 

greater fiequency of contact and a close relationship; three of the dimensions discussed 

within this theoretical fiamework. 



Research Questions and Hypotheses 

Research Question #I: 

1s there evidence of values being shared between the generations (i-e. grandparent - 

parent, parent - self, and grandparent - self)? 

Hypothesis #I: 

It is hypothesized that the oldest respondents (65+) will report more similariSr/ 

consistency in familial values than the youngest (1 8-3 0) respondents wiU. 

Research Qirestion #2: 

Are there differences in the vaiues that older, middle-aged, and younger individuals 

would Like to pass on to their own children? 

Hypothesis #2: 

It is hypothesized that a close relationship between the generations, the sex (fernale) and 

age (65+) of the respondent, and greater fkequency of contact will result in greater 

similarities in the values chosen. 



Methods 

Design 

This study was part of an ongohg longitudinal study that began in 1994. This 

larger shidy is conducted by Mike Pratt, Ioan Noms, and Mary Louise Arnold and 

explores changes in individuals' mord reasoning abilities. The purpose of their study is 

to extend previous lifespan research by investigatuig how patterns of moral reasoning and 

moral narrative over time are related to both cognitive and social resources and to aspects 

of ego development. 

For the larger study, participants were required to complete a semi-structured 

interview as well as a questionnaire booklet. Specifïcally, the interview technique was 

utilized to gain an understanding of individuals' moral reasoning abilities and moral 

narrative skills. The questionuaire booklet measures such variables as depression, 

availability of social support, self-esteem, and generativity. 

Of specific interest to my study is a section of the questionnaire booklet related to 

values within the farnily. This format is being used to explore the extent to which values 

are transmitted fkom one generation to the next. Mary Louise Arnold (1993), a professor 

at the University of Toronto, developed a list of 10 qualities. This list was originally 

designed for use with adolescents; however, it has since proven reliable and valid with 

individuals who are oider as weU (Arnold). Included in this List are the following 1 0 

qualities that individuals may want to pass on to the next generation: polite md 

courteous, honest/truhful, careful/cautious, fair and just, trustworthy, ambitioushard- 

working, independent, sharing, kind and caring, and be open and communkate 

(Appendix A). 



For this task, individuals were hrst asked to think back to the time they spent with 

their grandparents. Then, thinking of the grandparent who was most important in their 

lives, they chose three qualities they thought he/she trïed to teach them. They were 

instmcted to w-rïte a "1" beside the most important value for that grandparent, a "2" 

beside the second most important, and a "3" beside the third most important quality the 

grandparent tried to p a s  on to them. 

Participants were then asked to do the same thing again, but dus time they were 

asked to think of the three most important d u e s  their parents trïed to teach them. LastIy, 

they went through the List once more and picked three values that they did or would want 

to teach their own children, 

In addition to utilizing this questionnaire, my study also investigated the 

respondents' answers to a questio~aire asking detailed questions about hifier family 

connections (grandparents, parents, siblings, children, and grandchildren) (Appendix B). 

This questionnaire was developed by the primary researchers in the larger longitudinal 

study and was designed to gain an insight into the respondents' relationships with hisher 

family. Similar to the values task, it has proven to be a valid and reliable rneasure in the 

original phase of the study. With this questionnaire, participants indicated the cioseness 

of the relationship with each respective relative as well as the fkequency of contact with 

one another. For the purposes of this study, I focused on the relationships concerning the 

grandparents, parents, and children. 



Sample 

The sample for this study included a convenience sample of 84 individuals fiom 

the Kitchener, Waterloo, and Guelph area who volunteered their participation. Thus, 

these respondents were not related to each other. Respondents ranged in age Eom 18 to 

81 years (mean = 45 years). The majority of these respondents were femaie (n=54), well- 

educated, and Caucasian, thereby fostering a relatively homogenous population. For the 

purpose of this study, they were divided into three age categones in order to make age 

comparisons. The age groups are as foilows: 18-30,3 1-64,65+. The number of 

participants in each respective age group were n=3 1, n=27, and n=26. 



Analysis and Results 

The analysis and results wili be discussed in relation to the two research questions 

and two additional hypotheses. 

Research Question #1: 

1s there evidence of values being shared between the generations (Le. grandparent- 

parent, parent-self, grandparent-self, and grandparent-parentoseif)? 

In order to answer this question, fiequencies of vaiue consistency/value overlap 

between the respective generations were calculated. In this question there is reference 

made to 3 different generations; the respondents' grandparents, parents, and the 

respondents themselves. Respondents chose values that they perceived their grandparents 

and parents to have passed on to them, as weU as 3 values that they themselves would 

pass on to their own children ("grandparent" generation refers to respondents' 

grandparents; "parent" generation refers to respondents' parents; '%elf"' generation refers 

to the values that respondents' chose to transmit to their own children). Crosstabs were 

then conducted with these fiequencies and each age group (65+, 3 1-64, 18-30) of 

respondents to measure the degree of value consistency/overlap reported by the 

respondents- Participants were categonzed into age groups since 1 was interested in 

whether or not there would be noticeable differences among them with regard to the 

degree of overlap perceived. 

The degree of overlap was calculated similarly for the three separate analyses 

(grandparent-parent, parent-self and grandparent-self generations). Respondents were 

assigned a value of "1" which indicated "overlap" between the generations if at least one 

value was selected for both of the generations. For example, in the grandparent-parent 



dyad if value #6 (ambitious and hard working) was selected as a value that was passed 

fiom the respondent's grandparent and fiom the respondent's parents then overlap would 

have occurred and a value of "1" assigned. In contrast, if no values/qualities were shared 

between the two generations, a value of "0" was recorded and was an indicator of "no 

overlap", 

Similarly, the degree of overlap among generations was also cdculated for the 

generations of grandparent-parent-seK A vahe of '7" was assigned for overlap that 

occurred across a l l  three generations whereas a value of "1" was recorded if at least one 

value was shared between two of the three generations. In addition, if no overlap or value 

consistency was reported among the three generations then a value of "O" was assigoed as 

an indicator of "no overlap". 

W i t b  this sample of respondents, there were a number of individuals in each of 

the age groups who did not choose 3 values that they perceived their grandparents to have 

passed on to them. Since they indicated during the interview that they did not h o w  their 

grandparents or did not remember them well enough to answer the question, they simply 

lefi the questionnaire blank. Therefore, this created a problem when discerning the degree 

of overlap perceived between the generations since there was nothing to which their other 

value choices (parents, seif') could be cornpared. To remedy this situation, 1 decided to 

eliminate those participants who did not answer the question and include only the 

respondents who answered the questions pertaining to ail three generations. Therefore, 

this analysis is based only on vaiid cases. ELiminating these individuals did lower the 

sample size to n=60, however. The numbers for each of the respective age groups were 



n=15 for the 65+ group, n=19 for the 3 1-64 grop, and n=26 for the group of individuals 

aged 18-30- 

Results of these analyses indicate that there is evidence of values being shared 

between the generations and tint there are some dinerences among the age groups. When 

the grandparent-parent generations were crossed with the three dinerent age groups, 8700 

of the cases (n=13) perceived ccoverlap" for the 65+ group, 89% of the cases (n=17) for 

respondents aged 3 1-64 and 85% of the cases (n=22) for individuals aged 18-30. Fi,ve 

1 illustrates the results of this analysis. 

Value Overlap: 

grand parent-Parent Generations 



When crosstabs were computed for the grandparent-self generations, there was 

once again an indication that values were being shared. The number of cases of ccoverIap" 

was greater than those cases of "no overlap" for each of the three dinerent age groups. 

For the 65+ group of respondents, the cases of "overlap7' were 94% (n=14); 79% ( ~ 1 5 )  

for the 3 1-64 group; and 77% (n=20) for the youngest participants. Figure 2 iflustrates the 

resuits of this andysis- 

Figure 2. 

Value Overlap: 

GrandparentSeIf Generations 

no overiap overiap 



For the parent-self generatiom, there was an increase in the number of cases 

reported of Gcoverlap" when compared to the previous generations already discussed. For 

the 6S+ group aLl 15 (100%) respondents were found to have "overlap" in the values 

chosen, whereas in the middle-aged group 79% (n=1S) of the 19 participants recorded 

sharing values. Eighty-five percent (n=22) of the respondents for the 18-30 age group 

also reported "overlap" for at Ieast one value chosen- Figure 3 iLTustrates the results of 

this analysiç- 

Figure 3. 

Value Overlap: 

Paren t-Self Generations 

no overlap overla p 



When al l  three generations (grandparent, parent, and self) were considered and 

measured against each of the three respective age groups of the respondents, there was 

once again considerable evidence for the perception of transmission o f  values nom one 

generation to the next. As stated previously, value consistency for this analysis was 

comprised of three groups, which varied in the degree to which values were shared: "no 

overlap", "overiap across 2 generations" and "overlap across all3 generations". For the 

65+ age group the numbers were 0% (n=û), 40% (n=6), and 60% (n=9) for each of the 

respective groupings. In 53% (n=10) of the cases, respondents aged 3 1-64 reported 

"overlap between 2 generations" and 47% of the cases (n=9) indicated that values were 

shared across the three generations. Lastiy, the 18-30 group's numbers for the respective 

degree of overlap between 2 and 3 generations were 54% (n=14), and 46% (n=12). 

Figure 4 clearly illustrates the results of this analysis. Interestingly, in th is  analysis, al1 

respondents indicated that they perceived some degree of overlap in their values among 

generations; there were no reported cases of "no overlap". 

Therefore, fiom the results presented for this research question it is evident that 

values are perceived as being shared between each of the generations examined. Upon 

close examination, it is also apparent that there are some ciifferences among the three age 

groups of respondents, in particular between the youngest and the oldest participants with 

the 65+ group of respondents perceiving more sunilarities in their value choices 

compared to the 18-30 age group. Table 1 clearly illustrates the results to this research 

question. 



Value Overlap: 

All Generations 
70 

no overlap 2 generations 3 generations 



Table 1 

Research Oues tion #1: 
Values Shared Between Generations 

Res~ondents' Grandparents & Parents 

65+ 
n 1 % 

1 Total 1 15 100 1 19 IO0 1 26 100 160 100 

Res~ondents' Grand~arents & Children [Self) 

31-64 
n I % 

- -  

No Overlap 
Overlap 

2 11 
17 89 

- 

2 13 
13 87 

1 Total 1 15 100 1 19 100 1 26 100 160 100 1 

No Overlap 
Overlap 

Res~ondents' Parents & Children (Seln 

Total 
n 1 % 

18-30 

4 15 
22 85 

n 
8 13 
52 87 

1 7 
14 93 

% 

65+ 
11 1 % 

Res~ondents' Grand~arents. Parents. & Children (Seln 

4 21 
15 79 

- -  

No OverIap 
Overlap 
Total 

3 1-64 
n 1 % 

6 23 
20 77 

- 

O O 
15 100 
15 100 

65+ 
n I % 

11 18 
49 82 

18-3 0 
a 1 % 

Total 
n 1 % 

4 21 
15 79 
19 100 

3 1-64 
n I % 

- 

2 Generations - 
3 Generations 

Total 

10 53 
9 47 
19 LOO 

- -.. . 

6 40 
9 60 
15 100 

4 15 
22 85 
26 100 

18-30 
n I % 

8 13 
52 87 
60 100 

Total 
n I % 

14 54 
12 46 
26 100 

30 50 
30 50 
60 100 



Research Hypothesis #1: 

It is hypothesized that the oldest respondents (65+) wiü  report more similari@/ 

consistency in f a d a 1  values than the youngest (18-30) respondents WU. 

In the previous research question, it was demonstrated that respondents perceived 

values being shared between generations. Hypothesis #1 is an extension of that analysis 

in that it also investigates value overlap. This hypothesis, however, compares and 

contrasts only the oldest and the youngest respondents and its purpose is denved nom the 

intergenerational stake hypothesis. Again, as in the analyses for research question #1, 

there are 3 different generations and they refer to the respondents' grandparents, parents, 

and the respondents' themselves (i-e. grandparent, parent, and self). 

In order to investigate this hypothesis, the value choices for the oldest group of 

respondents were compared and contrasted to the youngest age group and their respective 

value choices for their grandparents, parents, and themselves. When the fiequenciesl 

percentages of these value choices had been calculated, the differences among the three 

generations for both of the age groups was determined as an indicator of perceived value 

sirnilarity. This Merence was calculated by subtracting the lowest percentage fiom the 

highest percentage. For example, for the oldest g o u p  of participants the value of being 

open and communicating (value #IO) was compared among the grandparent, parent, and 

self generations and the respective percentages were 2.2% (n=L), 0% @=O), and 2.6% 

(n=2). The difference was 0.4% - a relatively small variance. However, when the same 

value was examined for the youngest respondents, the percentages were 2.6% (n=2), 

6.5% (n=6), and 16% (n=15) for the grandparent, parent, and self, respectively, and the 

difference was 13 -4%. 



A separate t-test was then conducted with the dinerences in fiequencies for each 

value for the 65+ and the 18-30 group of respondents in order to determine the mean 

difference arnong the three generations (grandparent, parent, self), For the 65+ age group, 

the average difference was 5.1 0 with a signincance Level of -003 (p<.003, d . W )  whilst 

for the youngest respondents (18-30) the level of significance was .O00 @<.000, d.E=9) 

and the difference was averaged at 9.10, thereby providing evidence to support the 

hypothesis. Evidently, this aualysis concurs with the results derived f7om research 

question #1 in that the oldest respondents perceived more value consistency/simiIarity 

than did the youngest respondents. Table 2 illustrates the specific fiequencies and 

percentages for each value. 



Hmothesis #l : 
Mean Differences am on^ Res~ondents' Grand~arents. Parents & Children 

1 65+ 
Value 1 n 1 % 

Polite & Courteous 
Hones t/TruthfÛl 
Care WCautious 

Fak & Just 

1 Be Open & Communicate 1 1 0.4 1 13 13.5 

18-30 

~rustw&th~ 
Ambitious/Hardworking 

Independent , 

n 
2 6.0 

10 3 -8 
2 1-6 
2 1-6 

O h  

11 14.5 
11 9.8 
8 10.2 
10 10-3 

6 3 -9 
10 7.2 
5 4.6 

4 5-9 
11 11.8 
7 7.6 



Research Question #2: 

Are there differences in the values that older, middle-aged, and younger individuals 

would like to p a s  on to theù own children? 

For research question #2, fiequencies were calculated for each of the ten values. 

In the questionnaire bookiet (Appendix A), one of the questions asks each respondent to 

choose 3 qualities/values that helshe wodd iike to pass on to the next generation. 

Although participants were instructed to rank order the three values, for the purposes of 

this analysis the value choices were merged together to form a single choice. Therefore, 

the respondents still chose 3 values, however, the specific order in which these values 

were selected was not of importance for this study. Once again, in this research question, 

the respondents were categorked into three distinct age groups to allow for cornparisons 

to be made among them. Frequencies were chosen as the method of analysis for this 

question since I was interested in the clifferences in values selected for each age group of 

respondents. It was a simple cdculation but one that illustrated differences and 

sirnilarities quite clearly upon observation. Figure 5 displays the results fiom this 

anal ysis. 

Table 3 displays the specific fkequencies and percentages for each of the ten 

values. Only certain values that had noticeable Merences among the three age groups of 

respondents will be included in this discussion. The most obvious difference in value 

choice occurred for value #10 (be open and communicate). In the age group 65+, o d y  

2% (n=2) of the respondents chose this value whereas 17% (n=14) of the respondents 

selected this value in the 3 1-64 group and 16% (n=15) of the people chose it for the 

youngest group of respondents. Independence (value #7) was another value which had 



higher priority for the 3 1-64 (15%, n=12) and 18-30 (15%, n=14) groups compared to the 

65+ age group (8%, n=7). One value which had a coosistently high fiequency across each 

of the respective age groups was that of value #2 - honest/truthfiil(26%, n=20; 16%, 

n=13; 18%, n=17). In marked contrast, however, three values which were rarely chosen 

included polite and courteous (value #1), careful/cautious (value #3), and sharing (value 

#8). It is also noteworthy that the vaiue of trustworthuiess decreased in importance as the 

age of the respondents decreased (13%, n=10; 9%, n=7; 4%, n=4) whereas the value of 

fair and just (value M )  increased in frequency as the age group of respondents increased 

(6%, n=5; 13%, n=l 1; 13%, n=12). 

Therefore, although there were some similarities in values chosen, there were 

several différences in the values that were selected for the oldest, middle-aged, and 

youngest respondents. Given that this is a cross-sectional study, however, these age 

differences may in fact be cohort differences since the respondents were bom and raised 

in different periods of time (Novak, 1993). The implications of these differences will be 

discussed in detail in the Discussion section. 



Values that Respondents Would Like 

To Pass On To Their Own Children 

Value Number 



Table 3 

Researcb Ouestion #2: 
Values Passed On To hs~ondents'  Children 

Value 

Care WCautious 
Fair & Just 

65+ 
a I YO 

Independent 
Sharing 

Kkd & C~MR 
Be Open & Communlcate 

2 2.6 
5 6-4 

31-64 
n I YO 

7 9.0 
2 2.6 
14 18-0 
2 2.6 

18-30 
u I YO 

2 2.5 
11 13.6 

O 0.0 
12 12-9 

12 14.8 
3 3 -7 
1 0 12.3 
14 17.3 

14 15-1 
2 2 2  
15 16.1 
15 16-1 



Research Hypothesis #2: 

It is hypothesized that a close relationship between the generations, the ser (fernale) 

and age (65+) of the respondent, and greater frequency of contact wili result in 

greater sirnilarities in the values chosen. 

Past research has indicated that there are various factors that influence value 

consistency (Acock & Bengtson, 1980; Glass & Dunham, 1989). Therefore, the intention 

of this hypothesis is to investigate the influence of age, sex, closeness, and contact on the 

tritllSI"L11:ssion of values fiom one generation to the next. 

In the questionnaire booklet, respondents were asked to answer specinc questions 

about the degree of closeness and contact that they had with particular members of their 

families (Appendix B). Specifically, they were instnicted to m e r  questions about their 

matemal and patemal grandmothers and grandfathers, their mothers and fathers, and their 

sons and daughters. For the contact variable, respondents were asked to indicate how 

often they had contact with their grandparents, parents, and children at the present time. 

If any of the respective relatives were deceased, or in the event of having no chikiren, the 

respondents were simply asked to leave the question blank. However, for the variable of 

closeness, participants were instructed to indicate the degree of closeness within their 

relationships with each relative either at the present time or in the past. Therefore, al1 

respondents answered the closeness questions whether the relative was Living or had 

passed away. 

Due to the large number of variables that resulted fiom these questions, the 

clo seness and contact variables were averaged for the grandparents, parents and children 

thereby decreasing the number of factors substantially and making the analysis much 



more manageable. For example, the values of closeness for each grandparent were taken 

into consideration and averaged so that there was only value assigned which was 

representative of the four individuals. The same process occrnzd for the variable of 

contact and was applied to the grandparents, the mothers and fathers (parents) and for 

sons and daughters (children) as well. 

In addition, due to the large number of missing data for some of the variables (Le. 

contact with grandparents, parents, and children; closeness with chikiren), some of the 

categories were combined so that these data were not eliminated fiom the analyses. For 

example, since the majority of the oldest respondents and those fkom the other two age 

groups, no ionger have Living grandparents or parents they are obviously no longer able 

to have contact with them. Therefore, the category c'rare" contact consists of those who 

did indeed answer "rare" as the amount of contact with their grandparents andor parents 

as weU as those who left the question blank (indicating "no contact"). The same process 

was applied to those respondents who have no children. In addition, for those respondents 

who had no children, their blank response to the question concerning closeness was 

merged into the category 'cdistant". The same process was applied to those respondents 

who had never met their grandparents; their responses were merged with the category of 

"distant". Therefore, the closeness variable 'included the following degrees of closeness : 

never met or distant, somewhat close, and close. For the contact variable, there were three 

categones: rare or no contact, occasional, and regular contact. 

For this hypothesis, the method of analysis chosen was logistic regression. It was 

deemed appropnate due to the fact that the dependent variables in these analyses were 

categoricaVdich~t~mous rather than continuous. Three separate regsessions were 



employed with each having a different dependent variable as well as distinct independent 

variables. EssentiaIly, the dependent variables were coded as representing either "no 

overlap" in the values chosen or as having "overlap" or value consistency, however, they 

al1 represented different dyads. The fist regression analyzed the overlap between 

respondents' grandparents and parents whereas the second analysis looked at the extent 

of overlap between the respondents ' grandp arents and children. The last regression 

represented the respondents' parents and the respondents' children and the overlap in 

their values. 

It is important to note the specEc details of these analyses. Ml variables, with the 

exception of age, which was a conMuous variable because I was not interested in 

comparing the age groups, were identified as categorical variables. For each of these 

categoncal variables, the fbst category within them was selected as the indicator 

(reference) category. Therefore, in the output for these logistic regressions, each of the 

Beta values are in cornparison to the first category for each variable. For exarnple, for the 

respondents' average closeness to their grandparents, the output lists only the Beta values 

for "somewhat close" and "close". These Betas are in relation to the category not s h o w  

which is "distant or never met". Therefore, when interpreting the results, it is optimal if 

the Betas continue to increase in value as the categories become more different/distinct 

fiom the indicator category. h the case of grandparent closeness, the best possible 

scenario would be for the "close" category to have a higher numerical value than the 

"somewhat close" category, thereby ensuring a greater difference between the categories. 

In the tables displaying the results of these regressions, there is a column labelled 

Wald Value. This test is equal to the squared ratio of the coefficient to its standard error 



(Pedhazur' 1997); t is equd to the square root of Wald's test- When the value of the 

coefficient is relatively large, however, the Wald's test statistical power decreases and 

therefore, it is often recommended that the chi-square difference test be u W e d  instead 

(Pedhazur). The Wald Value is included in this table, however, because the column, 

Significance Level, refers to the signincance of the Wald Value. 

As indicated in the results section for research question #1, some of the 

respondents in each of the age groups Ieft the values question about their grandparents 

blank, and hence this posed a problem with the degree of overlap perceived. Similar to 

research question #1, respondents were eliminated fkom analyses that involved thek 

grandparents' values. Therefore, the sample size for the regression involving the 

respondents' grandparents and parents, as well as the regression looking at perceived 

value overlap between respondents ' grandparents and children was n=6 1. The regression 

that investigated the respondents' parents and children, however, included aiI but 1 of the 

participants and consequently, had a much larger sample size of n=83. 

For regression #1, the mode1 was as foilows: 

average closeness with grandparents + average predicts value overlap between 
contact with grandparents + average closeness respondents' grandparents 
with parents + average contact with parents + & parents 
age of respondents + sex of respondents 



Table 4 illustrates the results of this logistic regression: 

Table 4, 

Degrees of 1 Wald Value 
Freedom 

1 -0249 

Sex (female) t" 
Grandparent l Ciorenosr 1 Somewhat Close 

Close 

Grandparent 

Regular 

Parent Closeness 

1 Somewhat Close 

Close 

/ Parent Contact 

l Occasional 

Regular 

In this regression, there are no variables that are significant in influencîng value 

overlap between the respondents' &mdparents and parents. However, the Beta values for 

the respondents' average closeness to their parents as well as respondents' contact with 

their parents increase in the appropnate direction. The closer the relationship with 



parents, the higher the Beta value, whilst as the amount of contact with parents increases 

so does the Beta The RA2 value for this particular regression was -1 89 thereby indicating 

that 19% of the variation is explained by this model. This value may seem low, however, 

in logistic regression the RA2 is usually not as large as that in linear regression since one 

is trying to predict "*s" or "no", which is a diffrcult task (J. Fox, personal 

communication, May 14, 1999). 

In addition to these numbers obtained fiom this regression, the chi-square 

difference test (also known as the Likelihood ratio test) is important since it is used to test 

the difference between two models, one of which is nested In the other (Pedhazur, 1997)- 

This number is obtained by subtracting the alternative model fiorn the nul1 model, On the 

output they are referred to as -2LL (-2 log lïkelihood); values which "measure the lack of 

fit: the smaller the value, the better the fit of the model to the data (Pedhazur, p.721). 

However, without being utilized together to caiculate the chi-square value, the -2LL does 

not have any well-defined distribution (Pedhazur). The null hypothesis includes only the 

constant in the rnodel and therefore, the probability of value overlap is cdculated without 

considering any additional information available on the respondents (i-e. contact, 

closeness, age, sex). The alternative hypothesis, in contrast, includes these additional 

variables and hence, is referred to as the full model (Pedhazur). In tbis regression, the null 

rnodel was 54.78 and the alternative mode[ was 47.49. Therefore, the value of the chi- 

square difference test was 7.29 and was non-signincant at the -05 level. 

For regression #2, the model was as follows: 

average closeness with grandparents + average predicts value overlap between 
contact with grandparents + average closeness respondents' grandparents 
with children + average contact with children + & respondents' children 
sex of the respondents + age of the respondents 



Table 5 reports the results of t ~ s  logistic regression: 

Table 5, 

Sex (fernale) 

Variable 

Age 

Close 

Wald Value 

,3151 

Beta 

,1056 

.O105 

Grandpareut 
Closeness 

Somewhat Close 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Grandparent 
Contact 

-.O944 

Regular 

Close 

-.O 167 

- 3 

1 

- -  

Somewhat Close 

Children Contact 

1 

- 

2 

Occasional 1 -9702 

6.9821 

Regular 

1 

-7,0802 

For this particular model, none of the above varïables were statisticaliy 

significant. The RA2 value was .171 and therefore the independent variables explained 

17% of the variance in the dependent variable. 

1 -03 1 1 

1 -0137 



In this regression, the Betas increased as the amount of contact increased and also 

improved as the closeness of the relationship improved. This pattern was evident for both 

the respondents' grandparents anci their children. Iii particular, the Beta values for the 

respondents' children were negative, thereby indicating that these categories of 

"somewhat close" and "close" are less likely to predict vaiue overlap than is the indicator 

category - "distant or never met". 1 am assuming that this occurred due to the large 

number of participants who had no children. The value of the chi-square difference test 

was 7.22 and was non-sigdlcant at the -05 level. 

For regression #3, the model was as foilows: 

average closeness with parents + average predicîs value overlap betw een 
contact with parents + average closeness respondents ' parents & 
with children + average contact with respondents ' children 
children + sex of respondents + age of 
respondents 

The RA2 value for this regression was.522 thereby explaining 52% of the 

variation within this model. In addition, the chi-square was 30.155 and was significant 

with a value of -00, indicating the model's goodness of fit. 

Ln this regression, respondents' closeness to their parents was statistically 

significant. The overdl average closeness had a value of .O3 while the category 

"somewhat close" was significant at -02. The "close" category was also signincant with a 

value of .OO, thereby implying that a "close'' relationship is more important in influencing 

vaiue consistency than is a relationship that is categorized as "somewhat close". In 

addition, the only other statistically significant factor influencing value overlap/ 

consistency was age with a value of -02. The Betas increased as the categories for 



closeness became closer and those for contact became more eequent, with the exception 

of contact with respondents' children. 

Table 6 reports the results fiom this logistic regrestion: 

Table 6. 

Somewhat Close 

Variable 

Age 

Sex (female) 

1 Parent Closeness 

Beta 

2485 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

I 

Wald Value 

5.1 044* 

,0593 

1 Close 

Parent Contact 

1 

2 

6.3982 

Occasionai 

/ Chiidren Closeness 

,0042 

6.9883" 

2 

Regular 

2.9363 

Occasional 1 4.9401 

2.8484 
1 

3.6202 

Somewhat Close 

Close 

Chiidren Contact 

Regular l -9629 

3.521 1 1 
I 

-5.43 50 

-5.0 167 

1 2.6306 

1 

1 

2 

,0030 

,0025 

,0102 



Ln sumrnary, it is evident fiom the three logistic regressions that the size of the 

sample had a drarnatic impact on the results of the analyses. In the last regression, which 

looked at perceived value overlap between respondents' parents and their children, the 

sample size was n=83. In this regression, some of the variables were significant as was 

the value of the chi-square (likeiihood ratio) test. In marked contrast, the two previous 

regressions had much smaller sample sizes and resultantly, none of the variables were 

significant nor was the likeiïhood ratio test- Ifeach of the logistic regressions had had an 

equal sample size (n=83), 1 am assuming that the results would have been similar. For 

example, for the h s t  two regressions, the variable of closeness may have been signincant 

in influencing perceived value overlap since this variable was signifïcant in the third 

regression. The implications of these analyses will be M e r  discussed in the Discussion 

section, 



Discussion 

There is an assumption in today's Society that the contemporary family is in 

decline and as a result, has weakened as an agent of socialization (Silverstein & 

Bengtson, 1997). The results of this study, however, indicate that there is significant 

perceived value overlap among generations and that values are beùig transmitted corn 

one generation to the next. 

It will be argued in the foIIowing discussion that value overlap occurred in this 

study for three reasons. First, the oldest group of respondents (65+) was more concerned 

with the continuity of vaiues, and as a result emphasized familial solidarity and 

minimized differences. Secondly, the youngest respondents (1 8-30) overstated 

differences between themselves and their families in order to establish their own 

identities. Lastly, value overlap existed due to the significance of closeness between the 

generations. The reasons for value overlap found in this study are fairly consistent with 

the literature coacerning the intergenerational stake hypothesis and the theory of 

intergenerational solidarity. Therefore, the following discussion will primarily focus on 

how these theories relate to the research findings. 

Value Overlai, 

Previous research has continued to be divided as to the degree of value 

consistency within families (Acock & Bengtson, 1980) and specincally, value overlap 

among generations. This research, however has focused primarily on the 

intergenerational continuity of attitudes betweert middle-aged parents and their young 

adult children (Mïller & Glass, 1989; Thompson, Clark & Gunn, 1985) and has neglected 



to study the continuity between middle-aged children and thek elderly parents (Miller & 

Glass) as well as the role of grandparents in the transmission of family values to 

grandchildren (Hagestad, 1987). This study differz from those previously completed 

because it incorporates the perception of transmission of values through three generations 

of a family. Ln addition, this study focuses on values such as honesty and sharïng whereas 

other research has studied political and religious beliefs as weli as individudistic values 

like living an exciting Life and feeling a sense of accomplishment (Bengtson, 1975). One 

limitation to this study is that the respondents were asked to choose values which their 

grandparents and parents ûied to pass on to them, and did not ask the grandparents or 

parents if they concurred with these value choices. If the latter had been employed, it 

would have provided more support for shared values and therefore, it would have 

enhanced the hdings. Another Limitation to this study is the small sample size, which 

affected the logistic regressions in particular. Ethere had been more respondents, then 

more of these analyses may have been significant. 

Im~lications for the Inter~eoerational Stake Hv~othesis 

Research question #1 investigated the extent to which values were perceived as 

being shared arnong generations. In addition, hypothesis #l stated that the oldest 

respondents (65+) would report more simiIarityiconsistency in familial values than would 

the youngest respondents (18-30). The premise for this hypothesis was the 

intergenerational stake hypothesis which essentially States that "the stake of the older 

generation is continuity and transmission whilst it is the stake of the younger generation 

in autonomy and innovation" (Gimsso, Stallings & Bengtson, 1995, p.228). This 



concept, therefore, is an excellent foundation upon which to explain resdts incurred 

within this study. 

From research question #1 and hypothesis #1, it was found that the oldest 

respondents perceived fewer differences in the values transmitted among the generations 

when their age group was compared to the youngest participants. One possible 

explmation for this dif5erence relates to the issue of autonomy. Individuals often face a 

cnsis during their formative yean during which time they must establish their own 

identi ties and differentiate themselves eom their families, specifically their parents 

(Miller & Glass, 1989). One strategy, which is often employed to achieve thk autonomy, 

involves one's values, beliefs, and attitudes. Perhaps the value choices of the youngst 

group of respondents differed fiom their parents' and grandparents' value choices in 

order to exempIify the perceived merences between the generations. 

One limitation to this study, however, is that the youngest age group consisted of 

individuals who ranged in age fkom 18 to 30 years; a fairly large age difference. In 

Erikson' s (1 963) original fiamework, the identity cnsis occurred during adolescence. 

However, it is possible that with the increasing number of young adults remaining or 

retuming to live at home with their parents (Noms & Tindale, 1994), as weil as the later 

ages at which marriage and childbearing occurs, that individuals may stili be attempting 

to distinguish themselves and form their own identities duriug their Iate 20s and early 

3 Os- 

In marked contrast, the oldest respondents in this study had different 

developmental concerm and a different stake in the transmission of values (Giarrusso, 

Stallings & Bengtson, 1996), thereby reinforcing the validity of the intergenerational 



stake hypothesis. These participants exhibited greater investment in family continuity and 

in guiding the next generation; a concept referred to by Erikson (1963) as generativity. 

They are aware of their ïmpending time left to Iive and consequently, they would iike to 

leave something b e b d  for which they wiU be remembered. And what better way to 

achieve this goal than to instill one's values into the next generation? These individuals 

pass on their values to fktwe generations through such behaviours as parenting, teaching, 

and mentoring (Van de Water & McAdam$, 1989). Essentially, they are interested in 

making a positive and creative contribution to the next generation (Mansfield & 

McAdam, 1996) and this is ultimately the reasonuig behind their efforts to transmit 

cultural practices and values (Peterson & Klohnen, 1995) to their children and 

grandchildren. 

In summary, it has been argued from the perspective of the intergenerational stake 

hypothesis, as well as fiom Enkson's (1963) psychosociai theory, that older respondents 

perceived more value similarity because they minïmized the differences between their 

respective families and also had concems for guiding fùture generations. Younger 

respondents were attempting to achieve a sense of autonomy and identity and therefore, 

maximized differences between themselves, their parents, and their grandparents. This 

hding received a great deal of backing with its support and verification fiom hypothesis 

#1 and research question #l. The theory of intergenerational solidarity can help to explain 

the results from the second hypothesis. 



Im~lications for the Theorv of Internenerational Solidaritv 

The conceptual framework for the theory of intergenerational solidarity is based 

on six different dimensions designed to express forms of family cohesion (Connidis, 

1989). The following are the solidarity dimensions: a) associational solidarity: kequency 

of intergenerational interaction; b) affectual solidarity: perceptions of closeness and 

warrnth with interactions; c) fimctiond solidarïty: intergenerational helping and 

exchanging of resources; d) normative solidarity: cornmitment to familial roles and to 

meeting familial obligations; e) structural solidarity: living in the same house or in close 

geographic proximity, as well as the number of living grandparents, parents, children, and 

grandchildren; f) consensual solidarity: intergenerational agreement on values, attitudes, 

and beliefs (Bengtson & Roberts, 1991; Bengtson, Rosenthal & Burton, 1990). 

These six dimensions of soiidarity are represented in the questionnaire booklet for 

the larger ongoing longitudinal study, however, for the purposes of this study there are 

three dimensions, which are relevant: associational, affectual, and consensual solidarity. 

In this study, associationai solidarïty represented the amount of contact respondents had 

with their grandparents, parents, and children. Af3ectual solidarity was the closeness of 

the respondents' relationships with each respective relative, and consensual solidarity 

was essentially the dependent variable in the regressions referred to as value overlap. 

Bengtson and Roberts (1991) argued that neither association nor affection has a 

significant relationship with consensual solidarity. Originally, they had hypothesized that 

these three dimensions would reflect a unitary, higher-order constnict of intergenerational 

solidarity @engtson, 1996), however, later studies found no evidence to support this 

assumption (Atkinson, Kivett & Campbell, 1986). 1 am arguing, however, that affection 



is associated with consensus and does indeed predict perceptions of value overlap 

between the generations. 

In one of the regressions, closeness was signifÏcant whereas contact was not. Due 

to the small sample size of the other two regressions, the closeness variable was not 

significant. However, in these latter regressions, the Beta values did increase as the 

relationship between the generations ùnproved from "distant or never met" to "somewhat 

close" to 'cIose7'. 1 believe that these results came about because individuais do not need 

eequent or regular contact with their relatives in order to possess similar values, rather 

what is important is the meaning/ closeness of the relationship. This has been 

demonstrated in previous studies when it was found that the grandparent to whom one 

was extremely close had an influence on individuals' beliefs and values (Brussoni & 

Boon, 1998; Roberto & Stroes, as cited in Tomlin, 1998). 

From personal experience, I know that feeling close to my family has more of an 

impact on my values than does having regular contact. Due to our hectic lives and busy 

schedules, my grandmothers and 1 do not maintain fiequent contact. However, I do 

believe that I have intemalized my grandparents' values simply because we have such 

close relationships that allow mords, values, and beliefs to be passed on. in addition, 

through communications with my parents 1 am essentïaily being exposed to some of 

grandparents ' values vicariously . Since values are transmitted between generations, my 

parents have intemalized values, which were deemed important by my grandparents. 

Therefore, it has been argued nom the perspective of the theory of 

intergenerational soiidarity that the perception of value overlap is related to affectual 

solidarity, which is contrary to previous research. It is important to note though that the 



discrepancies in the resdts may simply be a result of utilizing dif5erent measurement 

techniques in the various studies. Associational solidarity, however, in concurrence with 

other research (Rossi & Rossi, 1990) was not fomd to have any significant connection 

with value overlap. 

Value Choices 

Although the primary purpose of this study was to investigate the degree to which 

values were shared within different generations of families, 1 was also interested in the 

possibility that respondents rnay want to pass on different values to their own children. 

The premise for this research question was based on society and the many social changes 

that have occurred in past decades. Social pressures change over tirne, and as a result the 

different environments in which one lïves encourage the development of certain values 

(Ambert, 1997), thereby implying that respondents of different ages/cohorts may 

appreciate different values. 

The value of beiog open and communicating is essentially more important for 

younger respondents to pass on to their own children than it is for the oldest respondents. 

In this day and age, communicating with one's children is deemed both appropriate and 

essential. There are many dangers that exist in today's society; dangers such as dmgs, 

AIDS, guns, racism, etc. which need to be addressed and discussed wirh youth in order to 

make them aware of the consequences. In the past, however, previous generations placed 

more emphasis on values related to roles and responsibilities than on those associated 

with communication (Larson, Goltz & Hobart, 1994). Therefore, the relative low 

importance attached to being open and communicating could be interpreted as a cultural 



nom; one that was experienced by these oIder adults while they were young, and has 

rernained with them through life (Christenson, 1977). In marked contrast, today's young 

people are encouraged to be open with others, in particular family members, and to 

communicate their personal issues in the public realm (Galvin & Brommel, 199 2). 

Resultantly, these individuals place greater priority on this value. 

Another value chosen by the younger respondents was that of independence. Pnor 

to industrialization, there was much emphasis placed on the family and tvorking together 

to achieve a comrnon goal, especially in the rural communities (Novak, 1993). With the 

advent of urbanization, however, the focus shified eom the family a d  communal bonds 

to a preoccupation with one's self(Novak). This change is now reflected in the rniddle 

class culture's preference for fostering independence rather than obedience in their 

children (Alwin, 1986). Recently, there appears to be less of an emphasis on the family 

and more of an emphasis on achievuig goals single-handedly. Independence is also 

valued as a trait that denotes strength and perseverance, and the ability to do things on 

one's own, rather than rely on others. 

One value in particular that 1 had assumed wodd be more important for the older 

respondents than the younger respondents was value #6 - ambitious and hard working. 

Supnsingly, and contrary to what 1 had expected, this vaiue was important for al1 three 

age groups of respondents. 1 believed that the oldest participants would k d  this value al1 

encompassing due to the Mestyle in the 1920s and 1930s. There was very Little 

machinery or technology to assist with fanning, urban life, and daily activïties and 

consequently, these individuds were forced to work long days with few breaks (Larson et 

al., 1994). Today, however, modem technology has ao rded  us with lwcuries that make 



life a little easier and the world a Little smaller(Clayton, 1975). This ciifference in one's 

way of life though has obviously not changed the fact that individuals still fmd it 

important to teach their children to work hard and be ambitious in Me. Otto (1 988) stated 

k a t  "behaviourally, today's youth are a working generation. Many young men and 

women want to h d  purpose and meaning in their lives, and many look for that purpose 

and meaning in their work. Nearly ail want to do the5 best in the jobs even if it means 

working overtime7' (p.388). Apparentlyf this is one vahe that has been shared among the 

generations despite society's chan- ways. 

In summary, it is possible that socîetal changes that have occurred in the past 

decades have had an influence on the values that individuals possess today. Aithough 

values are transmitted nom one generation to the next, as has been demonstrated by this 

study, the era in which one is raised also appears to have an impact on tusher values. 

Future Considerations 

This study has explored the extent to which values are perceived to be transmitted 

from one generation to the next and evidence suggests that there is substantial value 

overlap. In addition, it has been demonstrated via the theory of intergenerational 

solidarity, that afTectuai solidarity is a predictor of consensual solidarity- Further research 

is needed to investigate other dimensions of the fiamework for the theory of 

intergenerational solidariS.. Specifïcaliy, is aEectual solidarity the oniy significant 

component that is able to predict consensual solidarity? Previous research has indicated 

that the dimensions of consensual solidarity, affiectual solidarity, and associational 

solidarity were independent of one another (Atkinson, Kivett & Campbell, 1986), 



however, this study has argued these hdïngs with regard to the relationship between 

affectual solidarity and value consensus. Despite the miall sample size, the hdings from 

this study countered those fiom previous studies when it was demonstrated that aEfectual 

solidarity was a predictor of consensud solidarity- Therefore, wïth a much larger sample 

size, it would be interesting to explore the possibility that associational solidarity could 

also be a sigdïcant component in influencing the degree to which value agreement was 

perceived. It seerns EeIy that fiequent contact wodd be associated with value 

transmission among generations since communication ofien affords one the oppominity 

to discuss values, beliefs, and morals. 

It would also be interesting to include in this study respondents' grandparents, 

parents, and their children (if they had any). 1 realize that for many respondents their 

parents and grandparents are deceased. However, if those who were able, did complete 

the values task then the analysis and results for value overlap wodd be much stronger 

simply because 1 could compare and contrast their value choices with those of the 

respondents to see if they concurred. With these additional participants, the effects of 

bidirectional value socialization codd also be explored since current research supports 

the notion that the younger generations do influence the values of older individuds 

(Kuczynski, Marshall & Schell, 1997). 



Conclusion 

This study demonstrated that values are perceived to be shared among 

generations. Earlier research focused on two generatïons of a family (Miller & Glass, 

1989)' and attitudes and beliefs which were often related to religion and politics 

(Bengtson, 1975). This study explored values such as tmstworthiness and honesty, and 

the extent to which these values were perceived to be transmitted among three 

generations of a farnily- 

This study found that value overlap occurred fiom one generation to the next and 

that this overlap was predicted by the closeness of the relationship. Perhaps this can be 

explained by the theory of intergenerational solidûnty. Consensual solidarity, one 

dimension of this theory, is the degree of agreement between generations' beliefs, values 

and attitudes. Another component, afTiectual solidarity includes individuals' perceptions 

of warmth and closeness in interactions. Therefore, it was argued in this paper, that 

aEectual solidarïty predicts consensual solidarity between the generations. This is in 

contrat to previous research, which found that there was no significant relationship 

(Bengtson & Roberts, 1991). 

It has also been argued in this paper that the oldest respondents perceived more 

value nverlap/similarity than did the youngest respondents because they were concemed 

with continuity and transmission. The youngest subjects, it was argued, were attempting 

to achieve autonomy and independent identities. The intergenerational stake hypothesis 

was utilized for these arguments and provided the foundation upon which to build the 

discussion. In addition, Erikson's (1963) concepts of identity and generativity expanded 

and strengthened the reasoning as to why these results occurred. 



Although there has been concem expressed recently that younger individuals' 

moral values have changed drasticaily nom those of older generations (Christenson, 

1977), there appears to be no wpincal evkience in this study to support this claim. 

Clearly, this study provides support for the assumption that values are perceived as being 

transmitted f?om one generation to the next. 
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Appendk A 

Quatities Important For Your To Teach or Pass On 
(Grandparent, Parent, Self) 

Potite and Courteous 
Remember my manners wherever 1 am 
Eonesflruthful 
Tell the truth; don't cheat or steal ftom others 
CarefuUCautious 
Don't put myselfin danger, so 1 don? get hurt 
Fair and Just 
Treat ail people equaily; don? put people down 
Trust-Worthy 
Do the things 1 Say I'li do; keep promises 
Ambitious/Hard-working 
Try to do my best in the things 1 do 
Independent 
Stand on my own hvo feet; have my own opinions even 
if others disagree 
Sharing 
Share things with others; don't be selfish or greedy 
Kind and Caring 
Respond to the needs of others; listen to their problems 
and help when 1 can 
Be Open and Communicate 
Talk to others about how 1 feel; discuss problems openly, 
and ask for advice when needed 



Appendix B 

Your Family Connections 

1s he/s he still 
living? 

(Please circle) 
Year born 
(approx.) 

How close was 
your 
relationship 
with this 
person? 

If the grandpar 
How near does 
hefshe tive to 
you? 

How much 
contact do you 
have? 

How much 
contact would 
you like to 
have? 

What do you 
do when you 
have contact? 

Paternal 1 Paternal 
Grandmother 1 Grandfather 

Very close 

Somewhat 
close 

Somewhat 
distant 

Very distant 

Living 

Never met her 

Living 

Very close 

Somewhat 
close 

Somewhat 
distant 

Very distant 

Never met him 

- -- 

Maternal 
Grandmother 

Living 

Deceased 

Very close 

Somewhat 
close 

Somewhat 
distant 

Very distant 

Never met her 

nt is still living, 
Same house 
Same town 

hrs. Travel - 
away 

Daily 
Weekly 
Monthly 
Yearly 
Rare 

Daily 
Weekiy 
Monthly 
Yearly 
Rare 

.ease answer the 
Same house 
Same town 

hrs. Travel 
away 

Daily 
Weeidy 
Monthly 
Yearly 
Rare 

Daily 
Weeidy 
Monthly 
Yearly 
Rare 

ollowing: 
Same house 
Same town 

hrs. Travel - 
away 

Daily 
Weekly 
Monthly 
Yearly 
Rare 

Daily 
Weekly 
Monthly 
Yearl y 
Rare 

Maternal 
Grandfather 

Living 

Deceased 

Very close 

Somewhat 
close 

Sornewhat 
distant 

Very distant 

Never met him 

Same house 
Same town 

hrs. Travel 
away 

Daily 
Weekiy 
Monthly 
Yearly 
Rare 

Daily 
Weekiy 
Monthly 
Y early 
Rare 



1s he/she stiii 
living? 

(Please circie) 
Year born: 

Mother 
Living 

Deceased 

How close 
is/was your 
relationship 
with this 
person? 

Very dose 

Somewhat 
close 

Somewhat 
distant 

Very distant 

If the parent is 
How near 
does hefshe 
live to you? 

How much 
contact do you 
have? 

How mucb 
contact would 
you like to 
have? 

What do you 
do when you 
have contact? 

Same house 
Same town 

hrs. 
Travel away 

Living 

Deceased 

Very close 

Somewhat 
close 

Somewhat 
distant 

Very distant 

till Living, please answer the foiiowing: 

Daily 
Weekl y 
Monthly 
YearIy 
Rare 

Same house 
Same t o m  

hrs* 
Travel away 

Daily 
Weekiy 
Monthiy 
Yearly 
Rare 

Daily 
Weekly 
Monthly 
Yearly 
Rare 

Daily 
Weekiy 
Monthly 
Yearly 
Rare 



Sons 
How many do 
you have? 
Ages: 
How close is 
your 
relations hip 
with the 
emotionallv 
closest of 
them? 

How near 
does the 
emotionaily 
closest of them 
live to you? 
How much 
contact do you 
have wit the 
emotionaiiy 
closest of 
them? 
How much 
contact would 
you like to 
have with the 
emotionaily 
closest of 
them? 
What do you 
do when you 
have contact? 

Somewhat 
close 

Somewhat 
distant 

Very distant 

Same house 
Sarne town 

hrs. 
Travel away 

Daily 
Weekly 
Monthly 
Yearly 
Rare 

Daily 
Weekiy 
Monthly 
Yearly 
Rare 

Daughters 

Very close 

Somewhat 
close 

Somewhat 
distant 

Very distant 

Same house 
Same t o m  

hrs. 
Travel away 

Daily 
Weekly 
Monthly 
Yearly 
Rare 

Daily 
Weekiy 
Monthly 
Yeariy 
Rare 




